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Abstract
Recent research to analyze and discuss cultural differences has employed a combination of five
major dimensions of individualism–collectivism, power distance, uncertainty avoidance, femininity–
masculinity (gender role differentiation), and long-term orientation. Among these dimensions,
individualism–collectivism has received the most attention. Chronologically, this cultural attribute
has been regarded as one, then two, and more recently, four dimensions of horizontal and vertical
individualism and collectivism. However, research on this issue has not been conclusive and some
have argued against this expansion. The current study attempts to explain and clarify this discussion
by using a shortened version of the scale developed by Singelis et al. ((1995) Horizontal and vertical
dimensions of individualism and collectivism: a theoretical and measurement refinement. CrossCultural Research 29(3): 240–275). Our analysis of aggregate data from 802 respondents from nine
countries supports the expanded view. Data aggregation was based on the Mindscape Theory that
proposes inter- and intracultural heterogeneity. This finding is reassuring to scholars who have
been using the shortened version of the instrument because confirmatory factor analysis indicated
its validity. The findings of the present study provides clarification of some apparent ambiguity in
recent research in specifying some cultures such as India, Israel, and Spain as individualists or
collectivists. By separating the four constructs, more nuanced classification is possible. Also, such a
distinction enables us to entertain such concepts as the Mindscape Theory that proposes a unique
intracultural and transcultural heterogeneity that do not stereotype the whole culture as either
individualist or collectivist.
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Introduction
Culture is a very complex construct. It has been studied in many fields, including anthropology,
psychology, sociology, and management. Each of these fields has used its own methodology and
terminology, which makes an already complex construct much more difficult even to specialists.
Despite its complexity or possibly because of it, often, it has been defined and operationalized
simplistically (Taras et al., 2009: 358). We could study culture in two major approaches, etic or emic
(Gannon, 2009). The etic approach enables researchers to compare cultures. Hofstede (2001), House
et al. (2004) and their followers have used etic or cultural-general approaches. This line of research
has dominated the field of cultural studies. The emic method or culture-specific (e.g. Gannon, 2004,
2009; Gannon and Pillai, 2009; Montague and Morais, 1975; Nielsen and Mariotto, 2005/2006) has
received less attention.
While the influence of Hofstede’s research undeniably is immense, its limitations should not be
overlooked. The aim of this article is not a critique of Hofstede’s work. Others have elaborated on
this issue extensively (e.g. Gannon, 2009; McSweeney, 2002a, 2002b, 2013; Sivakumar and
Nakada, 2001; Tung, 2008). However, it will be remiss not to mention that its focus has been on
values to the exclusion of practices. Also, there have been inconsistencies in his presentation. For
example, in his 1980 book, among 53 national cultures, Japan was ranked 22/23 on the individualism–collectivism dimension thus placing it on an individualistic category. In his second edition of
the book, Japan was considered moderately collectivistic. Which one is it? The limitation of using
only value scales has been addressed by the GLOBE study that added nine practice scales. Other
alternatives have been suggested by Gannon (2008), Gannon and Audia (2000), Gannon et al.
(2005/2006), and Gannon and Pillai (2009). Also, some other issues were raised by researchers
regarding the Hofstede’s works. There is often a dichotomy between values and practices in most
cultures. The GLOBE study, however, revealed that the most significant difference between values
and practices in the Hofstede study was in the area of the “Power Distance” dimension, an essential
factor in any cross-cultural research.
The etic approach to study culture is more popular than the emic approach. This preference could
be due to the difference between quantitative and qualitative methods that are employed by both
approaches, respectively. The application of cultural dimensions of the etic approach lends itself to
quantification. Quantification of any construct in a research project makes comparison with other
constructs easier and, therefore, more popular. A few scholars such as Gannon (2004, 2008, 2011,
2012) and Gannon and Pillai (2009, 2016) have offered a rich vein of inquiry with the use of
“metaphors” to study cultures.
The application of metaphors, so far, has been a qualitative method that is not as easy to use as the
quantitative ways of cultural dimensions. Of course, marrying both quantitative and qualitative
approaches is the best option. At present, this option is not available. However, Gannon and Deb
(2018: 318), by the inclusion of the “paradox” construct, have suggested the two can form a
complementary feedback loop. “Thus, the initial understanding of cross-cultural behavior that is
obtained through the dimensional approach, and deepened through the use of the cultural metaphoric approach, is enriched by incorporating the paradoxical approach. The resultant feedback
loops capture the dynamic interactions among these three approaches.” At present, however, most of
cross-cultural inquiries and discussions apply various forms of cultural dimensions. In this article,
we examine one such study.
The study of cultures is the study of differences and variations. In turn, as we mentioned earlier,
the discussion of cultural differences is commonly and inexorably linked with the application of
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cultural dimensions (e.g. Hofstede, 1980, 2001). Over the years, scholars have identified and discussed many cultural dimensions (e.g. Douglas, 1970, 1982; Klukhohn and Strodtbeck, 1961; Kuhn
and McParland, 1954; Parsons and Shills, 1951; Thompson and Wildavsky, 1986). Osland and Bird
(2000) listed 22 of these cultural dimensions. The application of cultural dimensions enables
researchers to compare cultures on various factors. Most studies, however, have examined four
major cultural dimensions, including individualism–collectivism, power distance, uncertainty
avoidance, and gender role differentiation or femininity–masculinity that were popularized by
Hofstede (1980). Later, Hofstede and Bond (1988) expanded these dimensions to five. The
GLOBE project (House et al., 1999, 2004) further expanded these dimensions to nine. Specifically, House et al. (1999) considered collectivism as either institutional or in-group. Others have
offered yet different ways of distinguishing cultural features (e.g. Trompenaars and HampdenTurner, 1998). Individualism and collectivism (IND-COL) have been studied more extensively
than other cultural dimensions. Some have argued that the concepts of IND-COL are more
complex and suggested expanding them further. The pioneers of this line of inquiry are Singelis
et al. (1995), and Triandis and Gelfand (1998) whose works have been the basis of many studies
dealing with various subjects.
In the present study, we attempt to corroborate Singelis et al.’s (1995) positions and carry out the
recommendation of Sivadas et al. (2008: 209), who inconclusively researched the relevance of the
proposed dimension. They suggested that future research examining the dimensions of IND-COL
should be conducted with a larger multi-country sample. Therefore, the current study adopts the
original scale by Singelis et al. (1995), albeit an abridged version that was utilized by Triandis and
Gelfand (1998). Below, we explain the adoption of this shorter version. In so doing, data from 802
respondents in nine countries were collected and pooled together and analyzed. The nine-country
study and a large number of participants in the survey provide the data necessary for assessing the
construct validity of the instrument using confirmatory factor analysis. Although we enlisted the
cooperation of friends and colleagues for data collection in 11 countries, the final sample for data
analysis included only nine countries.
Several researchers had studied measurement equivalence and invariance of the items across
countries, men, and women, and even between ethnic groups in the United States (e.g. Chiou, 2001;
Guo et al., 2008). For various reasons, including low factor loading, researchers had to exclude
some of the 32 items for their analysis. Others who had applied this scale in a few countries, for
example, Chiou (2001) in the United States, Taiwan, and Argentina or Sivada et al. (2008) in China,
Denmark, India, and the United States, and in a single country, that is, Singapore (Soh and Leong,
2002), had more evidence for measurement equivalence than invariance with findings for measurement invariance being minor. Additionally, when Sivadas et al. (2008) had to reduce the original
32-item scale to a 14-item scale, due to the low factor loading of some items, this shorter scale had
only five items overlapping with the one applied by Triandis and Gelfand (1998). Similarly, Triandis
and Gelfand (1998) had excluded from their study some items. Such a variation prompted us to
combine the data from all countries for our analysis. Notwithstanding this issue, the Mindscape
Theory [explained later] offers a substantive explanation for data pooling.
Regardless of the theoretical position of one, two, or four-dimensionality of the cultural attributes
of IND-COL, these attributes are pertinent to all cultures. However, the frequency for each of the
HVIC dimensions varies across countries. Singelis et al. (1995) did not propose these dimensions to
be the exclusive domain of a particular country/culture. The relevance of these dimensions to all
cultures prompted our combined nine-country data analysis. Additionally, the Mindscape Theory
provides more justification for the pooling of the nine-country data.
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This article is organized in the following order. First, Mindscape Theory is discussed. This
discussion provides an additional explanation for a specific aspect of the methodology, namely the
pooling of the nine-country data for analysis. Then we offer background literature on the dimensionality of the constructs under investigation. In part three, we explain the methodology and data
analysis. The article ends up with a conclusion and elaborates on the findings.

Mindscape Theory
Mindscape Theory proposes that various types of personality characteristics (Mindscape types) are
present in all cultures, and these are not the exclusive domain of a particular culture. Cultural
differences (national stereotypes) are due to the case that one type becomes dominant and marginalizes all other types.
The issue of cultural heterogeneity has been theoretically advocated (e.g. Venaik and Midgley,
2015) and empirically tested (e.g. Fatehi and Priestley, 2018; Fatehi et al., 2015, 2018). This
position not only is a realistic one, and intuitively appealing, but research by many scholars suggested intracultural heterogeneity ( e.g. Au, 1999, 2000; Au and Cheung, 2004; Brewer and Venaik,
2012; Gurven et al., 2008; Kirkman et al., 2006; McSweeney, 2002a, 2002b, 2013; Tung, 2008),
and both, inter- and intracultural heterogeneity (e.g. Fatehi and Priestley, 2018, Fatehi et al. 2015,
2018; and Maruyama’s extensive writings on the Mindscape Theory, 1980–2004). In all cultures,
some individuals have similarities in logic, values, beliefs, and behavior with some people of their
own and or other cultures. Support for the Mindscape Theory is provided by many researchers
including Dockens (2009), Fatehi and Priestley (2018), and Fatehi et al. (2015, 2018), Gammack
(2002), Hatt (2009), Hentschel and Sumbadze (2002), and Yolles and Fink (2009).
Inkeles and Levinson (1969 [1954]: 424), who established the theoretical foundation upon which
rests the proposed cultural dimensions of Hofstede (Minkov and Hofstede, 2011: 12), asserted that
“ . . . . there are actually a great variety of individual personality characteristics and patternings [sic]
in any society; a modal personality structure is, then, one that appears with considerable frequency
There may, of course, be several modes in any distribution of variants.”
According to the Mindscape Theory, the heterogeneity of values, logic, and mentality exist
among individuals in all cultures. For various reasons, some types, however, become dominant and
extend their control and influence over other types. The nondominant types find it necessary to
accept domination. Personal benefits, convenience, and expedience compel the nondominant type
individuals to transform, hide, or camouflage their true types in favor of the dominant type. To
survive and to fit into the society, they develop various strategies that could include avoiding the
mainstream dominant type, finding a niche, disguising one’s type, and switching back and forth in
private and public life. Some cases are reversible repressions, reformers, rebels, or troublemakers.
Some other cases are drop-outs or emigrants (e.g. Maruyama, 1992a, 1992b, 1994, 1995, 1999).
Consequently, the acceptance of this dominance by the nondominant types and the various tactics
such as suppressing, transforming, or ignoring other kinds that are used by the dominant types give
the appearance of homogeneity in cultures.

Background literature and dimensionality
Considerable research in organizational studies has followed the footsteps of Hofstede (1980), who
popularized four and then five major cultural dimensions. Among these cultural dimensions, INDCOL have received the most attention (Kirkmann et al., 2006; Tsui et al., 2007). IND-COL
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distinction are based on the concept of self-construal that considers the degree of fundamental
relatedness of individuals to one another (Markus and Kitayama, 1991, 2003; Triandis, 1995).
Self-construal varies among cultures. Individuals are socialized to conform to the prevailing
concept of self-construal. In some cultures, individuals are considered independent and separate
psychologically from other individuals. In other cultures, individuals are regarded as interdependent
and continually aware of the situational context of which they are a part of the larger entity of a
collective. In individualistic cultures, people behave according to self-interest and personal preferences and consider independence and self-sufficiency very important. In collectivist cultures,
groups are of primary importance—individuals are secondary. In these cultures, individuals
acknowledge the contributions of others to their existence. They may sacrifice self-interest to
promote the interest of the collective.
Based on the writings of Triandis (1993), Bobbio and Sarrica (2009: 210), who conducted their
study in Italy, suggested that four attributes could differentiate individualistic and collectivist cultures: (a) independent or interdependent self-construal; (b) degree of importance given to personal
or group goals; (c) priority of individual attitudes or social norms in guiding behaviors; [and] (d)
focus on exchange relationships or communal relationships. Cultures that are considered individualistic include the United States, Australia, and most Western countries. Most Asian countries,
such as China, Japan, and Korea, are considered collectivists.
Besides from being studied extensively—which signifies their importance—IND-COL
appears to be more problematic to research (Carnevale and Leung, 2001; Green et al., 2005)
than initially assumed. Some have questioned whether IND-COL forms the opposite ends of a
single continuum or form two independent constructs. Also, they have challenged the validity of
IND-COL due to its ambiguity of the boundaries and scope (Kim et al., 1995; Levine et al., 2007;
Voronov and Singer, 2002).
As proposed by Hofstede (1980) [in his national dimensions studies], individualism was considered the opposite of collectivism, meaning that the two were at the ends of the same continuum
(Oyserman et al., 2002; Taras et al., 2013), implying uni-dimensionality. A different position was
advocated by Markus and Kitayama (1991), Osyerman (1993), and Singelis (1994). They suggested
that both IND-COL are separate dimensions, implying bi-dimensionality. As Singelis (1994: 588)
asserted, “ . . . when the unit of analysis is the individual . . . one must consider these dimensions
separately.” Furthermore, in a refinement of this position, Singelis et al. (1995) and Triandis and
Gelfand (1998) proposed that each of these dimensions consists of two separate forms—horizontal
or vertical—implying quadra-dimensionality. They distinguished between vertical and horizontal
IND-COL (i.e. VI, HI, VC, HC) by the application of concepts of independent and interdependent
self (Markus and Kitayama, 1991, 2003; Triandis, 1995). Attributes of these dimensions are
depicted in Table 1. American (the United States) and many Western cultures view “self” as
independent and separate from others. This position leads to attending to goals, wishes, and desires
of “self,” with such common sayings as ‘self-expression,’ ‘self-fulfillment,’ ‘self-actualization,’ and
so forth. Most Asians, on the other hand, insist on the interdependence of individuals, which leads to
‘fitting in’ and keeping the intragroup ‘harmony.’ In this regard, a common Japanese saying is
relevant: A nail that stands out is hammered down!
The horizontal view of IND-COL emphasizes equality among members where egalitarian norms
are observed. The vertical view emphasizes the acceptance of hierarchy, where status and
achievement is essential. As an example, Singelis et al. (1995: 246), suggested that “ . . . extreme HC
is the pattern of pure communism, whereas moderate HC is the pattern found in the Israeli Kibbutz.
Extreme VC is the case of Nazi Germany, whereas moderate VC can be found in most traditional
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Table 1. Attributes of cultural orientation of horizontal and vertical individualism and collectivism.
Dimension (hierarchy)
Cultural
orientation

Horizontal

Individualism Independent/autonomous self and
similar to others, equality in
status.
Collectivism Interdependent self and similar to
others, equality in status.

Vertical
Independent/autonomous self and different from others,
status differential expected and accepted !
inequality, intragroup competition, submission to
authority.
Interdependent self and different than others, status
differential ! inequality is accepted, self-sacrifice for
in-group is essential, submission to authority.

Greek villages . . . individuals could exhibit each of these patterns at different times or in different
situations.” According to Triandis (1995), the United States and France are examples of VI, while
Sweden and Australia are examples of HI.
The four dimensions of HI, HC, VI, and VC are very much similar to what Fiske (1992)
identified as four patterns for resource distribution in all cultures: communal sharing (HC), authority
ranking (VC), equality matching (HI), and market pricing (VI). In authority ranking, there is a linear
ordering of positions with related benefits. In the case of equality matching, equality is the rule, and
all share similarly. In communal sharing, each member of the group receives a share based on
personal needs. Market pricing is the distribution of resources based on the person’s contributions.
Figure 1 depicts a combination of V-H, I-C and Fiske’s pattern of resource distribution in societies.
Singelis et al. (1995) developed a scale to test the proposed quadra-dimensionality of individualism–collectivism empirically. The new scale that measured social relationships at the individual
level of analysis was adopted by many researchers and resulted in scholarly publications across a
wide range of topics. Some, for example, used the scale for comparing various psychological and
social constructs among the United States people and other countries (e.g. Chiou, 2001; Cukur et al.,
2004; Gouveia et al., 2003; Karramaju et al., 2008; Komarraju and Cokley, 2008; Nelson and
Shavitt, 2002). These studies indicated the new scale is useful in differentiating value preferences in
various cultural settings. Others used this new scale to explain cultural orientation among different
ethnic groups in the United States (Oyserman et al., 2002; Vargas and Kemmelmeier, 2013).
Abraham (1997) examined the relationship between horizontal and vertical IND-COL with organizational commitment. It was found that horizontal individualism could explain intrapreneurship,
and vertical collectivism and organizational commitment have a positive relationship. Chirkov et al.
(2005) described horizontal and vertical IND-COL ties with cultural distance. Lee and Choi (2005)
investigated the role of horizontal and vertical IND-COL on persuasive communication on the Web.
Their findings suggested that the new scale was more robust in explaining the perceived Web skills
than the traditional dichotomous continuum of IND-COL. Komarraju et al. (2008) studied the
differences in conflict management styles among people with horizontal and vertical IND-COL
orientation. In their study, among other findings, it was noted that people with horizontal and
vertical collectivism orientations have a different preference for conflict management styles.
Noordin et al. (2002) examined the differences between career commitment of Australian and
Malaysian managers using the new scale. Their findings indicated no difference between Australian
and Malaysian managers in career planning and career identity commitment. Le (2005) related ludus
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Vertical
Vertical
(Authority Collectivism
Ranking)

Vertical
Individualism

Horizontal
Horizontal Collectivism

Horizontal
Individualism

(Equality
Matching)
Collectivism
Individualism
(Communal Sharing) (Market Pricing)
Figure 1. Resource sharing pattern and horizontal and vertical individualism and collectivism.

and narcissism to the four constructs of HI, VI, HC, and VC. Le (2005) found a positive relationship
between vertical individualism and ludus, a game-playing love style. The results of a study by
Hornik and Tupchiy (2006) indicated that the four dimensions of HI, VI, HC, and VC have a
different effect on the application of technology-mediated learning. Findings of an online survey by
Lee and Choi (2005) suggested that the four cultural dimensions of IND-COL have a different effect
on the orientation of Web users toward Web advertising and perceived Web skills. Györkös and
colleagues (2012) studied the Singelis et al.’s scale by analyzing data collected in Switzerland (N ¼
585) and South Africa (N ¼ 1404) and compared it with Auckland Individualism and Collectivism
Scale. They found cross-cultural replicability of both instruments.
In short, the scale started a variety of scholarly inquiries similar to the proliferation of research
studies after the application of the cultural dimensions by Hofstede in the 1980s. The expanded view
of cultural dimensions of IND-COL, however, was not fully supported by some research studies
conducted in other countries. A survey by Gouveia et al. (2003) examined the factorial structure and
the dimensionality of the scale by analyzing data from 526 Spanish responses to the 32-item scale.
While they found evidence of four factors, the overall fit of the data to a confirmatory factor analysis
model was moderate. Additionally, the study had difficulty in distinguishing between the collectivism sub-dimensions. In a study with Italian subjects (N ¼ 308), Bobbio and Sarrica (2009)
used the 32 items of the scale by Singelis et al. (1995). They examined the relationship between
IND-COL aspects, conflict management, and leadership style. They found only three factors,
horizontal and vertical individualism (HI, VI) and a single general dimension of collectivism (C).
As researchers encountered some problems with the original 32-item scale, they began excluding
some of the items from their analyses. For example, Probst (1999) retained only 21 of the
32 questions. Kurman and Siraram (2002) used only 20 questions, and Soh and Leong (2002)
applied 16 items from the 32-item scale. Cukur et al. (2004) kept only 16 of the 32 items. Triandis
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and Gelfand (1988) in the process of improving the Singelis et al.’s (1995) instrument found that the
16 items of the same scale exhibited higher factor loadings. Since then, researchers tended to use the
more parsimonious 16-item scale of the 32-item. We used the same 16-item scale but substituted
one item with another item of the same scale. The purpose of this modification was to make it easier
for non-English speaking subjects to comprehend the scale. This modification is explained shortly.
In the present study, we examine the psychometric properties of the Singelis et al. (1995) scale as
revised by Triandis and Gelfand (1998) by examining the 16-item scale with a large multi-country
sample as recommended by Sivades et al. (2008). We assessed the psychometric properties of the
16-item instrument by using confirmatory factor analysis and data from nine different countries.
Specifically, using a large and multicultural sample, we discuss whether IND-COL are better perceived as having two, three, or four dimensions. Also, we compared two, three, and four-factor
nested models of the hypothesized constructs. The examination of the psychometric properties of
the 16 item instrument is essential given that a different number of constructs (two, three, and four)
and variations in the items of the survey have been used in the research. For example, Singelis et al.
(1995) presented 32 items; Triandis and Gelfand (1998) used 27 questions which were cut down by
other researchers to 16 items or less.

Methodology
This study aimed to examine the proposed quadra-dimensionality of cultural dimensions of INDCOL and not cultural differences in these factors. Therefore, the sample size for each country is not
pertinent, but rather the total combined sample is relevant. Additionally, in a situation as this, data
aggregation is supported by the Mindscape Theory, too, that suggests intercultural and intracultural
heterogeneity (e.g. Dockens, 2009; Fatehi et al., 2015; Gammack, 2002; Hatt, 2009; Hentschel and
Sumbadze, 2002; Maruyama, 1980, 1992a, 1992b, 1994, 1995, 1999, 2004; Yolles and Fink, 2009).
The Mindscape Theory proposes that there are individuals in each culture, who have similarities
with some people in their own or other cultures. Mindscape Theory was presented earlier.

The instrument and the subjects
In this study, we used the 16-item version of the Singelis et al. (1995) scale (see Appendix 1). This
version was initially devised by Triandis and Gelfand (1998). The questionnaire was in English. All
respondents were proficient in English either as the university students who enrolled in programs
where the medium of teaching was the English language or were office workers where they regularly used the English language in their daily work. We divided the 16 items evenly between the
four constructs of HC, VC, HI, and VI. In the present study, we made a slight change. Item number 2
of Triandis and Gelfand (1998) was replaced with item number 13 (an item on the original 32 items
of Singelis et al., 1995) which reads, “I prefer to be direct and forthright when discussing with
people.” We thought that the people of other cultures might not fully comprehend item #2, which
reads, “I often do ‘my own thing.” The selection of item #13 was also aided by the fact that it had a
similar high factor loading and was in the same category as item #2 that it replaced. These 16 items
were randomized to create our survey.
The convenience sample of 802 subjects included 176 managers and office workers, and 626
undergraduate students in nine countries. According to Smith and Schwartz (1997), teachers and
students are the best populations for analyzing cultural values. Students’ age varied from 17 to 35.
This wide-range age distribution extirpates concern for the uniformity in the age which often is the
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Table 2. Demographic distribution by age and gender.
Countries
Belgium
Iran
Jordan
Kazakhstan
Mexico
New Zealand
Romania
USA
Vietnam
Total

17–24

25–29

30–34

>35

Age missing

Male

Female

Gender missing

Total

58
35
45
30
89
18
0
214
21
510

24
24
23
0
0
9
2
37
15
134

4
9
5
0
0
3
6
10
3
40

2
8
4
0
0
3
27
52
1
97

1
1
1
0
1
2
2
13
0
21

42
26
22
17
53
14
11
145
17
347

47
50
56
13
36
21
25
174
23
445

0
1
0
0
1
0
1
7
0
10

89
77
78
30
90
35
37
326
40
802

case in student samples. There were 360 males, 457 females, and 10 missing data on gender. Table 2
contains descriptive statistics of the sample.
Since the main point of this study was the clarification of the proposed quadra-dimensionality of
individualism–collectivism, as suggested by Singelis et al. (1995), the combined data were analyzed
and discussed. Earlier in the article, we presented the explanation for data pooling.

Data analysis
Confirmatory factor analysis. Three nested models were tested to the data using confirmatory factor
analysis. Because the data met the assumptions of both univariate and multivariate normality, the
data were analyzed using the maximum likelihood estimation technique. The data were analyzed
using LISREL and PRELIS. After using listwise deletion, the final sample size was n ¼ 777, with
only 25 missing completely at random data observations. The first model was a two factor model
with two constructs: individualism (8 individualism items) and collectivism (8 collectivism items).
The fit of the model was acceptable as indicated by: w2 with 103 degrees of freedom ¼ 773.650 (p ¼
0.0000), RMSEA ¼ 0.09, SRMR ¼ 0.07, GFI ¼ 0.87.
The second model was a four-factor model with four constructs: horizontal individualism,
horizontal collectivism, vertical individualism, and vertical collectivism. The fit of the model was
good and improved from the two factor model as indicated by a w2 with 98 degrees of freedom ¼
640.272 (p ¼ 0.0000), RMSEA ¼ 0.08, SRMR ¼ 0.07, GFI ¼ 0.90. A w2 difference test with df ¼ 5,
w2 ¼ 133.378, and critical value of 11.1 indicated that the four-factor model had a better fit. A model
with two factors of all horizontal and all vertical items were also tested and found to be of inferior fit
to the four-factor model.
Bobbio and Sarrica (2009) who examined the relationship between IND-COL aspects, conflict
management, and leadership style found only three factors when examining the dimensions of the
scale, including horizontal and vertical individualism (HI, VI) and a single general dimension of
collectivism (C). Thus, in the present study, a model with these three constructs was tested and had
the following fit index values: w2 with 101 degrees of freedom ¼ 690.105 (p ¼ 0.0000), RMSEA ¼
0.09, SRMR ¼ 0.07, GFI ¼ .89. Although the fit of this three-factor model was better than the
two-factor model as indicated by a w2 difference test (w2 difference test value with 2 degrees of
freedom ¼ 83.55), the four-factor model was the best fit model even when compared to the threefactor model (w2 difference test value with three degrees of freedom ¼ 49.83). The four-factor
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Q1

.66
.54

Q5
.58

Q9

Horizontal
Individualism

.71
.60

Q13
Q2
Q6

.66
.74

Horizontal
Collectivism

.38

.47

Q10

.78

Q3
Q7

.59

.27

Q14
.84
.38

Vertical
Individualism

.66

.54

Q11

.14
.36

Q15
Q4
Q8

.44
.73
.59

Q12

Vertical
Collectivism

.70

Q16
Figure 2. Confirmatory factor analysis model.

model, which did the best job in representing the dimensions of the 16 items, with standardized
factor loadings, are presented in Figure 2. All loadings were significant at p ¼ 0.05. In Table 3, we
present the items and factor loadings as well as Cronbach’s a and variance explained in the items
by the factors.

Discussion and conclusion
Our analysis of a large dataset from nine countries/cultures supports the position espoused by
Singelis et al. (1995) of four constructs of HI, HC, VI, and VC. Furthermore, it supported the fourfactor structure using only 16 of the 32 items of the Singelis scale. This finding is reassuring given
that researchers have been using the shortened version of the instrument even though the structure of
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Table 3. Item loadings.
Item #

Item loading (t value)

1. Horizontal individualism (Cronbach a ¼ 0.67)
0.69 (20.35) I’d rather depend on myself than others. R2 ¼ 0.47.
0.53 (14.88) I rely on myself most of the time; I rarely rely on others. R2 ¼ 0.28.
0.59 (16.81) My personal identity, independent of others, is very important to me. R2 ¼ 0.34.
0.72 (21.59) I prefer to be direct and forthright when discussing with people. R2 ¼ 0.51
2. Horizontal collectivism (Cronbach a ¼ 0.76)
0.63 (18.69) If a coworker gets a prize, I would feel proud. R2 ¼ 0.40.
0.75 (23.34) The well-being of my coworkers is important to me. R2 ¼ 0.56.
0.50 (14.11) To me, pleasure is spending time with others. R2 ¼ 0.25.
0.80 (25.32) I feel good when I cooperate with others. R2 ¼ 0.64.
3. Vertical individualism (Cronbach a ¼ 0.58)
0.84 (22.56) It is important that I do my job better than others. R2 ¼ 0.70.
0.32 (8.34) Winning is everything. R2 ¼ 0.10.
0.54 (14.62) Competition is the law of nature. R2 ¼ 0.29.
0.12 (2.91) When another person does better than I do, I get tense. R2 ¼ 0.01.
4. Vertical collectivism (Cronbach a ¼ 0.71)
0.39 (10.83) Parents and children must stay together as much as possible. R2 ¼ 0.16.
0.72 (21.95) It is my duty to take care of my family even when I have to sacrifice what I want.
R2 ¼ 0.52
12 0.57 (16.28) Family members should stick together no matter what sacrifices are required.
R2 ¼ 0.32.
16 0.73 (22.15) It is important to me that I respect the decisions made by my groups. R2 ¼ 0.53.

Factor
1
5
9
13
Factor
2
6
10
14
Factor
3
7
11
15
Factor
4
8

Note: On the far left are item numbers followed by factor loadings. t Values are in parentheses.

the shortened instrument had not been validated using confirmatory factor analysis. Using instruments that have established evidence of validity and reliability is critical and can be crucial to the
findings and implications of a study.
The distinction between four constructs is useful in sorting out some apparent difficulty in specifying
some cultures as individualist or collectivist. It is impossible to determine if some cultures, for example,
as India, Israel, and Spain are collectivist or individualist. This problem could be due to, among other
factors, the fact that by combining vertical and horizontal components of these dimensions, we confound the issue further. By separating the four constructs, more classification is possible. Also, such a
distinction enables us to entertain such concepts as the Mindscape Theory (e.g. Maruyama, 1980) that
proposes a unique intracultural and transcultural heterogeneity that do not stereotype the whole culture
as either individualist or collectivist.
We want to point out that coefficient a reliability values are below the recommended 0.70 for the
individualism related components in our study. This finding is consistent with the range of coefficient as found for the four components in the Singles et al. (1995) study (a ranges from 0.67 to
0.74). Some revisions to the instrument may be helpful to increase the internal consistency of the
scale. The revised items could measure more current aspects of individuals’ HI, VI, VC, and HC
beliefs related to the use of technology and social media. Such a revision can help update the issues
assessed by the instrument in the 25 years since it was developed. Of course, refining the inventory
by substituting/adding items could improve its reliability,
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We believe that the instrument can be used with numerous cultural, work-related, demographic,
and educational, psychological, and social outcome variables to understand how these variables
interact. For example, a structural equation, multilevel, or regression model can be used to determine how cultural, work-related issues such as superior-subordinate relationship, demographic,
educational, psychological, and social outcome variables impact responses on the scale developed
by Singelis et al. (1995) within and between cultures and even over time.
The expanded dimensions of IND-COL could be useful to managers in an international setting
where other scales provide only a bi-polar (i.e. individualism–collectivism) distinction. This distinction, in many cases, provides alternatives in considering an appropriate course of action. For
example, a manager in a culture that is identified as collectivist may assume that praising individuals
in front of the group may not be very welcomed by the worker. However, a vertical collectivist may
not be averse to receiving praise in public. With the increasing diversity of the workforce in multinational companies, the expanded view of individualism–collectivism offers more options than the
bipolar theory of cultural dimensions would. It is common practice, for example, to prepare management development programs to a predetermined style preference suited for individualist or
collectivist setting. The expanded dimensionality offers a more refined position in these cases.
Besides the quadra-dimensionality suggested by Singelis et al. (1995), there might be many different types of IND-COL (Gannon and Pillai, 2016) that could make the job of international
managers more difficult. At least a suggestion that offers a quadra-dimensionality of these constructs provide more options to managers.
Our study dealt with the validity of the scale. However, we acknowledge other aspects and
variations in different cultural settings. To be useful for research and practice, we should test the
distinction between horizontal and vertical dimensions of IND-COL in many more countries.
Initially, this distinction was tested in the United States, and without extensive validation in nonUS environments, it was applied in other countries to examine the relationship between different
concepts. While our analysis of data from nine countries supports the instrument, it is not enough.
Additional testing in other countries should follow. Results from different studies that had difficulty supporting the quadra-dimensionality of the instrument in other countries may be a confirmation of our suggestion. Combined with the evidence from the previous studies and the
present one adds up to only 15. Fifteen research findings is a small number as compared with the
studies by Hofstede (1980), and the GLOBE project (House et al., 1999), whose models were
tested in a large number of countries.
While this study dealt with and confirmed the expanded dimensions of IND-COL as proposed by
Singelis et al. (1995), it is fitting to provide additional related suggestions. We acknowledge that the
dominant form of cross-cultural research is based on the application of cultural dimensions.
However, many researchers have called for or applied alternative modes of inquiry (e.g. Brannen
and Salk, 2000; Fang, 2005/2006; Gannon, 2004, 2008, 2009, 2011, 2012; Gannon and Deb, 2018;
Gannon and Pillai, 2016; Leung et al., 2005; Maruyama, 1980, 1992a, 1992b, 1994, 1995, 1999,
2004; Sackmann and Phillips, 2004). As Fang (2005/2006: 71) asserted, it is time for “[ . . . ] shifting
our mindset from the Cold War ‘onion’ way of analyzing culture to a new ‘ocean’ of understanding
culture [ . . . ] in the age of globalization.” Given the reality of globalization and the influence of
convergence forces (Fatehi and Taasoobshirazi, 2020), we are encountering cultural parxodex that
frustrates practitioners and scholars alike.
Singelis et al. (1995) gave us a method for expanding our framework of cultural analysis from
individualism–collectivism to four constructs of VI, HI, VC, HC, and the present study indicated its
value. However, we should go one step further using a more content-rich approach of cultural
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metaphoric and paradoxes. In doing so, we can look at national cultures two at a time, or look at
major subgroups of a culture two at a time, such as Hispanic Americans and White Americans, as
Gannon et al. (2005/2006) did. With this approach, we similarly integrate etic and emic strategies.
The point is that regardless of the value and popularity of the dimensional method of cultural
analysis, this approach is not rich enough. It assumes a bipolar position. Even the expanded quadradimensionality of Singelis et al. (1995) that we verified in the present study does not have the
explanatory power of the qualitative methods of metaphors and paradoxes. Therefore, we should not
exclude these techniques of cultural analysis that can enrich our discussion of cultural differences.
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Appendix 1
The Abridged Scale Version of Singelis et al. (1995).
Survey. Please, complete a 16-item questionnaire. Your participation is voluntary.
It takes no more than a few minutes of your time. No personal information is collected. You will
remain anonymous. Your response, along with responses from others will be analyzed as a group.
All information is treated confidentially. The research has no known risks,
Thank you.
Date:
Age: Years: 17–24 ———. 25–29 ———. 30–34 ———. Over 35 ——.
Gender: Male —, Female —
In the following, please, place on the front of each item a number from 1 to 9 (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9).
With 1 indicating disagreement, minimum, very seldom, not at all, and 9 indicating complete
agreement, maximum, always.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

I’d rather depend on myself than others. ___
If a coworker gets a prize, I would feel proud. ___
It is important that I do my job better than others. ___
Parents and children must stay together as much as possible. ___
I rely on myself most of the time; I rarely rely on others. ___
The well-being of my coworkers is important to me. ___
Winning is everything. ___
It is my duty to take care of my family even when I have to sacrifice what I want. ___
My personality independent of others is very important to me. ___
To me, pleasure is spending time with others. ___
Competition is the law of nature. ___
Family members should stick together no matter what sacrifices are required. ___
I prefer to be direct and forthright when discussing with people. ___
I feel good when I cooperate with others. ___
When another person does better than I do, I get tense. ___
It is important to me that I respect the decisions made by my groups. ___

Note: These are the same items that were loaded on the four dimensions as reported by Traindis and
Gelfand (1998) on Table 2 of their study. However, we replaced item number 3 of that table (I often
do “my own thing”) with item #13 on this scale (I prefer to be direct and forthright . . . ). We thought
that people of other cultures might not fully comprehend item #3. The selection of this item (#13)
was aided by the fact that it was an item on the original 32 items of Singelis et at. (1995) scale, it had
a high factor loading, and was in the same category.

